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Abstract 
By using the Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) approach and adopting the two 
data sets from the World Value Survey-1981-84 and 1990-93 (World Values Study 
Group, 1994), a cross-cultural model of subjective well-being (SWB) was established 
in this study. Several cultural characteristics, including GNP growth, human rights, 
hygienic environment, and individualism-collectivism (I-C), were found to moderate 
significantly the relations between different domains oflife satisfaction and SWB at 
the individual level. Most of these moderating effects could be explained by 
Maslow's need theory. The direction of the moderating effect ofI-C on the relation 
between family satisfaction and SWB at the individual level was unexpected. Cross-
time stability of the model was also examined. The individual level SWB was 
significantly predicted by different domains oflife satisfaction, including family 
satisfactionJob satisfaction, financial satisfaction, perceived health, and perceived 
controllability across time, whereas the relations between the individual level SWB 
and different life satisfaction domains were not consistently moderated by the cultural 
characteristics at different time periods. Theoretical implications of these findings are 
discussed. 




(World Value Survey-1981-84 and 1990-1993; World Value Survey Study Group, 
1994 )建構一個跨文化的主觀幸福感模型（Cross-cukuralmodelofSubjective 
Well-Being(SWB) ) °數個文化層次(Cul tura lLevel ) 的變項，包括： 0 腳增 
長率、人權狀况、衛生環境、以及個人主義一集體主義程度（Individualism-
Coilectivism (I-C))等，對於個人層次（IndividualLevel )不同領域的生活滿 
意度（LifeSatisfaction)與3¥^3之間的關係都有顯著的調節效應（Moderating 
Effect )。而大部份的調節效應可由需求理論（NeedTheory )來加以解釋 °其 
中，個人層次的家庭滿足感與3_之間的調節效應結果，與研究者原先預期的 
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Mroduction 
Subjective well-being (SWB) has become one of the important research areas in 
social psychology. More and more researchers approach this variable from a cross-
cultural perspective in recent years. However, when exploring the effects ofcultural 
level characteristics on SWB, researchers typically use some cultural indicators, such 
as Gross National Product (GNP), individualism, human rights, uncertainty avoidance, 
to correlate with mean SWB across nations (e.g., Arrindell et al., 1997; Diener, 
Diener & Diener, 1995). The main disadvantage of this approach is the waste of 
individual level information (e.g., individual variations within each culture) which 
cannot be represented by the cultural means. In the present study, by using the data 
sets from the World Values Survey-1981-84 and 1990-93 (World Values Study 
Group, 1994), the Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) approach was adopted to 
examine how different specific domains of satisfaction, such as financial satisfaction, 
job satisfaction, perceived health, perceived controllability, and family satisfaction， 
affected SWB at the individual level and how these relations were moderated by 
several cultural level variables, such as GNP, GNP growth, hygienic environment, 
individualism-collectivism (I-C) and the extent ofhuman rights. The main advantage 
ofthe HLM approach is that data from both individual and cultural levels are included 
in the analysis, and cross-level hypotheses can be formally represented and tested 
within the model simultaneously. In addition to exploring these moderating effects by 
using the HLM approach, cross-time stability of these moderating effects was also 
examined. Based on the work ofDiener and Diener (1995), a conceptual model 
which specifies relations between various variables affecting SWB, including cross-
level relations, was proposed and examined empirically. 
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Definition and Structure ofSubjective Well-Being (SWB) 
There are many different definitions of subjective well-being. Diener and Diener 
(1995) defined subjective well-being as "a person's evaluative reactions to his or her 
life 一 either in terms of life satisfaction (cognitive evaluations) or affect (ongoing 
emotional reactions)”（p. 653). SWB can be conceived as a hierarchical structure 
which includes one global component and two sub-components, the cognitive 
proportion and affective proportion respectively (Campbell, 1981; Chamberlain, 1987; 
Diener, 1984; Diener & Diener，1995; Diener & Suh, 1997; Myers & Diener, 1995). 
The cognitive component is a global sense of satisfaction with life which is fed by 
specific domains ofsatisfaction such as work, health, wealth, marriage, friendship, 
family and so on, whereas the affective component is typically represented by how 
happy one feels. 
Factors Affecting SWB 
As mentioned above, because the main components of SWB are global life 
satisfaction and happiness, fectors affecting SWB are mainly related to different 
specific domains of satisfaction. A review by Myers and Diener (1995) indicates that 
objective factors, such as age, race, and gender, only have weak associations with 
people's reported levels of SWB. In past research, many different factors, such as 
self-esteem (Costa & McCrae, 1980; Diener, 1984; Diener & Diener, 1995; Kwan, 
Bond, & Singelis, 1997), marriage and family satisfaction (Diener & Diener, 1995; 
Michalos, 1980)，health (Argyle, 1987; Diener, 1984)Job satisfaction (Campbell, 
1976; Diener, 1984)，wealth (Diener & Diener，1995), and controllability (Dainels & 
Guppy, 1992; Kammann, 1983; Kopp & Rucizka，1993), have all been shown to be 
significantly associated with SWB. That is，a person who likes himself or herself very 
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much, satisfies with his or herjob, health, family, wealth, and has a better sense of 
control ofhis/her lives and future, will tend to have a higher level of SWB. In this 
study，the effects of financial satisfactionJob satisfaction, family satisfaction, 
perceived health, and perceived controllability were examined at the individual level 
ofSWB. 
Cultural Perspectives of SWB 
Li the past few years, researchers have shifted their attention from focusing on 
SWB at the individual level to the cultural level (e.g., Arrindell et al., 1997; Diener & 
Diener, 1995; Diener et al., 1995; Diener, Sandvik, Seidlitz & Diener, 1993; Diener, 
Suh, Smith & Shao，1995; Ouweneel & Veenh<wen, 1990/1991; Veenhoven, 1991). 
Several cultural characteristics have been found to have significant effect on mean 
SWB at the cultural level. For example, Diener, Diener and Diener (1995) found that 
individualism-collectivism (I-C), GNP, human rights, and equality all had significant 
effects on SWB. Arrindell et al (1997) found that some ofHofstede's dimensions, 
such as individualism, uncertainty avoidance, and power distance, correlated 
significantly with national level SWB. 
hi addition to the main effects of cultural level factors on SWB, researchers have 
further examined how the cultural level variables moderate the relations between the 
individual level variables and SWB, and these moderating effects can often help 
clarify relations between variables at the individual level. For instance, Diener and 
Diener (1995) reported that GNP moderated the relation between income and SWB at 
the individual level. Specifically, the positive relation between individual income and 
SWB is stronger in the impoverished countries than in the wealthy countries (Diener 
& Diener, 1995). 
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However, because of the limitation of the statistical technique, researchers 
typically conduct the cross cultural analysis on SWB by directly comparing the means 
ofcultural characteristics and mean SWB across nations (Arrindell et al., 1997; 
Diener et al., 1995). Li other words, individual nations becomes the unit of analysis. 
This kind of analysis which aggregates the individual level data could lead to the 
problem ofecological fallacy (see Steel and Holt, 1996). To overcome such a 
problem, Diener and Diener (1995) provided an alternative approach to conduct this 
kind of cross-cultural comparison. By using double-correlation (i.e., by transforming 
the correlation between the individual level variables, such as self-esteem, and SWB 
to z scores within each nation, then correlating these z scores with the cultural 
variables, such as individualism), they found several meaningful moderating effects. 
Nevertheless, this double-correlation method can only examine the moderating effects 
separately and cannot provide an overall test of the inter-relation among variables at 
both the individual and cultural levels. Li the present study, the Hierarchical Linear 
Modeling (HLM) approach was adopted which can examine cross-level effects 
simultaneously. By using this more advanced statistical technique, some more 
rigorous tests of the aforementioned relations in cross-cultural SWB research could be 
examined. 
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) 
Hierarchical Linear Modeling (Bryk & Raudenbus�1992) has several 
advantages in comparison with the methods used in previous cross-cultural research 
on SWB (Diener & Diener, 1995; Diener et al., 1995). First，data from both the 
individual and cultural levels are included in the analysis, eliminating the need to 
focus exclusively on one level analysis. Second, cross-level hypotheses can be 
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formally represented and tested within the model. Third, the model separates 
unsystematic sampling error as a source ofvariation in model parameters from 
systematic variation due to group-level influences. Meed, HLM can examine how the 
individual level variables predict individuals' SWB and how these relations are 
moderatedby different cultural level variables simultaneously. The details ofeach 
moderating effect will be explained below. 
Framework ofThe Present Studv 
Review of SWB theories 
Theories ofSWB can generally be categorized into the micro approach 
(individual level) and macro approach (cultural level) separately. Diener (1984) 
reviewed several micro theories, including: 
1, Telic theory~~ it maintains that "happiness is gained when some state, such as a 
goal or need, is researched" (p.562). Need theory (Malsow,1970) and goal theory 
(Michalos, 1980) are included in this category. Need theories postulate that 
"there are certain inbom or leamed needs that the person seeks to 
fulfill....happiness will follow from their fulfillment" (p.562). Conversely, goal 
theories are “based on specific desires of which the person is aware. The person 
is consciously seeking certain goals, and happiness results when they are 
researched" (p.562). 
2. Pleasure and pain~ this approach suggests that "an individual only has goals or 
needs to the extent that something is missing in that person's life. Thus, most 
need and goal formulations presume that lack or deprivation is a precursor of 
happiness... .the greater the deprivation (and hence unhappiness), the greater the 
joy upon achieving the goal" (p.563). Solomon's opponent process theory (1980) 
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is one of the representative theories of this category. 
3. Activity theories~" theories in this category maintain that "happiness is a by-
product ofhuman activity... .activities are seen as pleasurable when the challenge 
is matched to person's skill level. If an activity is too easy, boredom will develop; 
ifit is too difficult, anxiety will result" (p.564). Theory of flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 
1997) contains the main elements of this category. 
4. Top-down versus bottom-up theories— theories in this category focus on how 
daily events (Emmons, 1991) and personality (Veenhoven, 1993) relate to the 
formation of SWB. In top-down theories, personality is the source ofhappiness 
which affects the perception and explanation oflife events directly. On the other 
hand，bottom-up theories emphasize more on how the accumulation of positive 
events/ experiences affects SWB, That is, people who have more positive 
experiences will have a higher level of SWB. 
5. Judgment theories一 theories in this category postulate that "happiness results 
from a comparison between some standard and actual conditions. Ifactual 
conditions exceed the standard, happiness will result" (p.356). There are two 
main theories in this category: social comparison theory and adaptation theory. 
The difference of these two theories is the objects to compare. In social 
comparison theory, “one uses other people as a standard, and if a person is better 
offthan others, person will be satisfied or happy" (p.367). On the other hand, in 
adaptation theory, the comparison object is the person himself or herself. Ifhis or 
her current condition is better than the past, the person will feel happy. 
Furthermore, the person will adapt to good conditions so they will no linger 
evoke happiness. 
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Li recent years, researchers have shifted their attention from the individual level SWB 
to the cultural level SWB, and several macro theories have been proposed (see e.g., 
Frey & Song，1997; Veenhoven, 1995). Researchers attempt to use a macro 
perspective to explain cross-cultural differences in SWB. Macro theories include: 
1. Modernization theory 一 according to this approach, industrialization is the 
engine and major driving force ofhuman well-being (Kerr, Dunlop, Harbison & 
Myers, 1960; Moore，1974). Industrialization fosters the development of a modem 
urban-based economy and increases economic development, creating employment 
opportunities (Kerr et al., 1960; Moore, 1974). In fact, industrialization fosters 
human well-being by increasing material opportunities. 
2. Dependency/ World systems theory~~ this approach maintains that the 
symmetrical power relations between and within nations reduce human well-being 
(Chase-Dmm, 1989; Frank, 1972; Wallerstein, 1979). Researchers of this 
approach suggest that the world system is a hierarchical structure consisting of 
three strata (periphery, semi-periphery, and core), and the world power is always 
held by the core countries. This inequitable power distribution has made the 
peripheral countries (typically the underdeveloped countries) to depend on the 
core countries (typically the developed countries) which cause them to have the 
lowest well-being. 
3. State theory~ this approach indicates that state intervention is a key driving force 
ofhuman well-being (Moon, 1991) because state may reduce the operation of 
inequality producing market mechanisms by redistributing income and reducing 
poverty (e.g. by taxation and expenditures, investments in infrastructure). Several 
cross-cultural studies indicate that human well being has a positive link with state 
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involvement in the economy (London and Williams, 1990; Moon, 1991) and 
government policies (Bates, 1991; Ellis，1983,1984; Riskin, 1987). 
4. Human ecological theory— according to this theory, the rapid population growth 
reduces human well-being (Catton, 1980; Ehrlich and Ehrlich, 1990; Harrison, 
1993) because the growth rate of resource has limits and pollutants can be emitted 
without threatening plant and animal species, natural ecosystems, and the larger 
biosphere，as well as the health and well-being ofhuman. 
5. Folklore theory~~ this approach argues that happiness is the reflection of a body 
ofwidely held notions about life which are part of the national characters and root 
in tradition, rather than an individual evaluation oflife (Veenhoven, 1995), 
Consequently, subjective appreciation oflife in a country is expected to be largely 
unrelated to the present quality oflife in the country. For example, ifhardship in 
earlier generations has brought on a pessimistic outlook on life in a country, that 
outlook may persist for quite some time, and will discourage a positivejudgment 
oflife in later generations, even if the living conditions of the later generations 
have in fact become quite favorable. 
6. Comparison theory~ This approach is formulated at the individual level, and has 
the same assumption that the evaluation oflife is based on a mental calculus, in 
which perceptions oflife-as-it-is are weighted against standards ofhow-life-
should-be (Veenhoven, 1995). At the cultural level, comparison theory deals 
explicitly with the possible relation between economic prosperity or change, and 
the average happiness. It predicts that at the national level there will be no relation 
between economic prosperity and mean happiness because within countries the 
same universal processes of comparison take place. As a consequence, average 
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happiness is approximately the same everywhere (Veenhoven, 1995). 
7, Livability theory~~ It argues that subjective appreciation of life depends in the 
first place on the objective quality of life; the better the living-conditions in a 
country, the happier its inhabitants will be. Livability-theory focuses on the 
absolute quality oflife, rather than on the relative differences as does the 
comparison theory. Good living-conditions are presumed to be conditions that fit 
human nature well; in other words, living-conditions that are livable (Veenhoven, 
1995> 
8. Need theory~ this approach is mainly based on Maslow's need hierarchy theory 
which is also formulated at the individual level. At the cultural level, Maslow's 
need theory focuses more on how the economic prosperity and living conditions 
affect SWB. The relation between the cultural level need theory and the individual 
level SWB will be further elaborated below. 
Above is a review of the micro and macro theories of SWB. Each theory has its 
own power to explain part of SWB at different levels. However, one major 
shortcoming common to these theories was that most of them, especially the macro 
theories, tend be simplistic and to investigate SWB from one specific dimension, such 
as economic prosperity, political system，or properties of a country at the cultural 
level Li addition, as indicated previouslyJust considering SWB from the cultural 
level may result in the "ecological fallacy". Thus, in the present study，the need 
hierarchy theory was adopted to be the theoretical framework for exploring and 
integrating the relations between both individual and cultural level variables with 
individuals' SWB. 
Maslow's Need Hierarchy Theory 
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Although Maslow did not directly indicate the relations between needs 
gratification and SWB, it was nonetheless possible to derive such a link. Maslow's 
need theory (1970) proposed that human needs are hierarchical in nature and can be 
arranged from physiological needs at the bottom，to safety needs, belongingness and 
love needs, esteem needs, and need for actualization at the top. Though this theory is, 
as mentioned before, formulated at the individual level, it combines economic and 
cultural variables which can reflect how national characteristics (macro level), such 
as GNP or human rights, affect the individuals' need fulfillment and their SWB 
(micro level). According to Maslow, leading a good life is largely determined by the 
amount ofneed-satisfaction. People will be happier if more needs are satisfied. For 
needs to be gratified, good objective living condition (macro level) is necessary, to 
fact, Maslow's need theory claims that both prosperity and favorable living condition 
lead to more need-satisfaction and happiness (Maslow, 1970). Along the same vein, 
Diener and Suh (1997) suggest that society has the role to fulfill the basic needs of 
individuals and provides opportunities for them to achieve their goals which are 
important determinants of national SWB. 
Maslow's need theory is similar to livability theory in the sense that the latter 
also emphasizes on how the objective living conditions relate to SWB. Veenhoven 
(1993) indicates that "the livability ofa society is the degree to which its provisions 
and requirements fit with the needs and capacities of its members’，(p. 14). However, 
livability theory focuses on the relation between the quality ofliving environment and 
the cultural level SWB; whereas, Maslow's need theory focuses on how different 
needs gratification relate to the individual level SWB and how these relations differ 
across nations. As shown in Figure 1, Maslow's need theory is a progressive theory 
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which categorizes the needs systematically. That is, unlike other theories which only 
provide an one-stage explanation, such as the livability theory which explains the 
average SWB by the objective living condition, Maslow's need theory is capable of 
offering a multi-stage explanation of the relations between different needs flilfillment 
and the individuals' SWB. Due to the classification of different needs, the mechanism 
ofhow external objective environment internalizes to affect the individual level SWB 
can be explained by Maslow's need theory. In fact, the moderating effects ofcultural 
variables (external force) on the relations between individual level variables and SWB 
(internal processing) are the representations of this transitional effect. 
As indicated above，Maslow,s need theory can explain the phenomenon of 
moderating effect (Diener & Diener, 1995); that is, why some cultural characteristics 
have considerable effects on the relation between specific life domains and SWB of 
individuals in some countries but not others. For example，Diener and Diener (1995) 
found that the correlation between financial satisfaction and SWB was substantially 
larger in the low GNP countries than in the high GNP countries. By the ladder-like 
structure shown in Figure 1, this result could be explained because ofthe different 
need-priority. In the low GNP countries, most people's physiological needs have not 
been fulfilled; money is the most important resource in these countries because 
people can use money to access other resources, such as foods, to fulfill their basic 
needs. Therefore, financial satisfaction has a larger correlation with SWB in these 
countries than in the high GNP countries. By the same token, a ftuther inference can 
be drawn that the needs higher up in the hierarchy, such as safety and belongingnesss, 
are more powerful predictors on individuals' SWB in high GNP countries than in low 
GNP countries due to the fact that the physiological needs of most people in high 
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GNP countries have been fulfilled. According to Maslow's need theory, people will 
progress to a higher need state after the fulfillment oflower need state. Thus, the 
higher order needs such as security are more important to the individuals' SWB in the 
high GNP countries than in the low GNP countries. In the present study, Maslow's 
need theory was thus used as the theoretical background of the hypothesized model 
which could be used to explain the proposed moderating effects. 
Two main parts of the present study: model building and cross4ime stability 
The main objectives of the current study were to examine an integrative model 
of SWB across cultures and to test the longitudinal stability of the model. The 
structure of this study is thus divided into two parts: model building and cross-time 
stability. In the model building part, based on Maslow's need theory, several 
hypothesized moderating effects were examined to form an integrative model of SWB 
across cultures. Jn the cross-time stability part, the hypothesized model which was 
derived in the model building part was applied to different time-period data sets to 
test its cross-time stability. 
Moderator Effect (Model Building) 
In this section, the main purpose was to examine the hypothesized model shown 
in Figure 2, and the details of the model (expressed in equations) were shown in 
Appendix L The dependent variable was individuals' SWB which was measured by 
combining the rating ofhappiness and overall life satisfaction, similar to the practice 
ofDiener et aL (1995). The individual level predictors included family satisfaction, 
financial satisfaction, perceived health and perceived controllability. As mentioned 
previously, all these variables have been found to predict SWB significantly. The 
cultural level characteristics included absolute income level (GNP), relative income 
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level (GNP growth), human rights, individualism-collectivism (I-C), andhygienic 
environment (a combination of infant mortal rate, life expectancy, and population per 
physician). In addition to the direct effects between the individual level predictors on 
SWB, several moderating effects examining how the cultural level characteristics 
moderated the relations between the individual level predictors and SWB were also 
proposed. 
Moderating Effect of GNP atid Hygienic Environment 
Based on the need hierarchical theory, physiological needs which relate most 
directly to hrnnan survival are the primary needs of all human nature. When a basic 
need is not met, it consumes a person's life until it is satisfied. Wealth and health are 
the most important components ofbasic needs. Wealth can help people to access 
materials such as food for fulfilling their basic needs, and health can provide people 
indispensable power to proceed to the higher levels in the need hierarchy or to satisfy 
other higher order goals. 
In fact, personal goal striving was found to be substantially associated with SWB 
(Emmons, 1986). Diener and Fujita (1995) reported that the correlation between SWB 
and goal relevant resources was larger than the same correlation between SWB and 
irrelevant resources. Therefore, if the basic needs of most people have been fulfilled 
in a country, the influence of wealth and health on the individuals' SWB should be 
relatively small because they are less related to the personal goals of most people in 
that country. Typically, westem developed countries are more likely to fall into this 
category. Conversely, wealth and health should have considerable effects on SWB if 
the basic needs of most people in a country have not been fulfilled. Low GNP and 
inadequate hygiene are the obvious characteristics of developing and underdeveloped 
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countries which result in the insufficient basic needs fulfillment of the residents in 
these countries. 
According to this inference, it was hypothesized that the effect of financial 
satisfaction on SWB was greater in the low GNP countries than in the high GNP 
countries (Diener & Diener, 1995; Veenhoven, 1991). In the same way, the effect of 
perceived health on SWB was greater in the poor hygienic countries than in the 
adequate hygienic countries-
GM* Growth: An Alternative to GNP on SWB 
In addition to the moderating effect of GNP, GNP growth was considered to 
exert another possible moderating effect ofhow wealth can affect the relation 
between financial satisfaction and SWB. GNP can be seen as the absolute view of 
how wealth affects SWB because it can help individuals to meet certain universal 
needs and affects the extent ofSWB indirectly (Diener et aL, 1993; Veenhoven, 1991). 
Compared to GNP, GNP growth can be viewed as more of a relative perspective. The 
rektive view addresses that the effect of wealth or any other resource on SWB is 
based on the inter-changeability ofboth subjective (e.g., previous experience or 
expectancies) and objective (e.g., living cost or norm) standards (Brickman, Coates, 
Sc Janoff-Bulman,1978; Carp & Carp, 1982; Easterlin，1974; 1995; MichaIos, 1986; 
Parducci, 1968). 
Based on the relative approach, it is plausible that if the present state (including 
both physical and psychological) is better than an individual experienced previously, 
the SWB level of that individual will become higher. However, the finding from 
Diener and his colleagues (1993) showed that GNP growth correlated negatively with 
mean happiness and life satisfaction at the cultural level. Diener et al. (1993) 
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suggested that this result may be due to the high aspirations and dislocations (e.g., 
employment moves and family separation) which are more likely to accompany with 
the rapid-GNP-growth countries. Moreover，according to the work from Diener et al. 
(1995), the correlations between GNP growth and different measures of the cultural 
level SWB were unstable. It seems that the effect of GNP growth on the national level 
SWB is still unclear-
Shifting from the cultural level to cross-level analysis, the moderating effect (if 
any) ofGNP growth on SWB becomes more complicated. The correlation between 
the cultural level variable and SWB does not imply that the cultural level moderating 
effect should have the same effect on the relation between the individual level 
variables and SWB. That is, the direction of the moderating effects cannot infer from 
the relation between cultural level variables and mean SWB. For example, Diener et 
aL (1995) found that GNP correlated positively with national SWB, whereas the 
linkage between financial satisfaction and SWB was stronger in the low GNP 
countries than in the high GNP countries. Thus, because of the lack of clear 
systematic evidence for the direction of the moderating effect of GNP growth on the 
relation between financial satisfaction and SWB, no specific hypothesis was proposed 
and such a relation was instead treated as an exploratory analysis in the current study. 
Because GNP and GNP growth were proposed to be two potential moderators of 
the relation between financial satisfaction and the individual level SWB, these two 
effects were examined separately by comparing two different models (the GNP model 
and GNP growth model). 
Moderating Effect ofHuman Rights 
The operational definition of perceived controllability is how much freedom of 
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choice and control that people feel they have over the way their life turns out (World 
Values Study Group, 1994). This concept is relevant to the concept oflocus of control 
OLefcourt, 1976; Phares, 1976). People with high intemality perceive more control 
which should be associated with a high level of SWB. In contrast, people who make 
more external attributions perceive less control with their life and may have a lower 
level ofSWB. Past research suggests that people who have higher intemal attribution 
will have a higher level of psychological well-being and better adjustment (Kammann, 
1983; Kopp & Rucizka, 1993). In other words, those who have better control of their 
life tend to possess a higher level of SWB. 
Shifting this view from the individual level to the cultural level, it was 
hypothesized that the positive effect of controllability on SWB was greater in the less 
restrictive countries (high extent ofhuman rights) than the more restrictive countries 
(low extent ofhuman rights). Because in the less restrictive countries, the notion of 
basic human rights has been extensively emphasized and protected by law. People can 
freely choose their ways to live andthings to do. Therefore，controllability becomes 
one ofthe most important resources to the people in this kind of countries. On the 
other hand, in the more restrictive countries, people have less freedom to choose their 
way oflife due to the intentional suppression and insufficient protection ofhuman 
rights. From another perspective, because of the relatively little emphasis on such an 
issue, human rights may not be a common concept to people in the restrictive 
countries. Thus, the feeling of control becomes relatively less important in these 
countries. 
Furthermore, most restrictive countries are developing countries (including the 
ex-communistic countries) and the basic physiological needs of most people in these 
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countries have not been fulfilled. Therefore, according to the Maslow's need theory, 
the most influential factors on SWB in these restrictive countries should be factors 
related to the basic need fulfillment rather than other fulfillments such as the notion 
ofhuman rights. Along with this inference, it was proposed that the effect of 
perceived controllability on SWB was greater in the less restrictive countries than in 
the more restrictive countries. 
In sum, based on the Maslow's need theory, it was proposed that in the low GNP 
and living standard countries which also tend to be more restrictive, the basic need 
fulfillment was the critical factor affecting individuals' SWB, Therefore, the bonding 
between financial and health satisfaction with SWB was expected to be stronger in 
the these countries than in the highly developed countries which typically yield a high 
level of GNP, and possess better hygienic environment and more freedom. 
On the other hand, because the basic needs of most people in the developed 
countries have been fulfilled, according to Maslow's need theory, individuals in these 
countries will progress to a more advanced need state, such as safety need. People in 
these countries try to fulfill the higher order needs which can make them achieve a 
high level ofSWB. Therefore, in the highly developed countries, controllability is a 
more important factor affecting SWB, and the linkage between controllability and 
SWB is larger in these countries than in the developing or under developed countries 
which are always with poor objective living conditions. 
In Addition to Need Theory: Individualism-Collectivism 
In addition to the theoretical development and conceptualization ofSWB across 
cultures, Individualism-Collectivism (I-C) is another important cultural characteristic 
which can be used to differentiate one culture from another. Kagitcibasi (1994) has 
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reviewed the I-C literature and concluded that, firstly, societies can be systematically 
ranked by I-C, Secondly, I-C shows considerable variability within any culture both in 
terms of the individual and the specific behavior under consideration. Triandis (1994) 
also suggests that I-C is as a broad categorization that can be applied to a population. 
In addition to the objective social indicators such as GNP, hygienic environment 
and human rights, I-C has been found to correlate substantially with mean SWB 
(Arrindell et al., 1997; Diener & Diener, 1995). For example, I-C had a significant 
correlation with SWB after the income of nations was controlled (Diener et aL, 1995). 
Furthermore, Cummins (1998) found that material wealth and individualism were 
powerful in their ability to predict life satisfaction, and together they could explain a 
considerable portion of the variance of the national data reported in his study. 
In addition to the sizable correlation with the cultural level SWB, I-C has also 
been found to moderate the relation between self-esteem and individual level SWB 
(Diener & Diener, 1995). However, in the same study, Diener and Diener (1995) also 
found that the moderating effect ofI-C on the correlation between family satisfaction 
and SWB was not significant. This nonsignificant moderating effect was another 
reason to adopt I-C as a cultural variable in the current study. That is, the moderating 
effect ofI-C on the relation between family satisfaction and SWB was re-examined 
here. In addition to replicating the past findings, a new moderating effect ofI-C on 
the relation betweenjob satisfaction and individuals' SWB was investigated. The 
details of these posited moderating effects of SWB are presented below. 
Moderating Effect of Individualism-Collectivism 
Individualism-Collectivism (I-C) has been foundto relate substantially to the 
national mean SWB (e.g., Arrindell et aL, 1997; Diener & Diener, 1995; Diener et al., 
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1995). In addition, the moderating effect ofI-C on the relation between family 
satisfaction and individual level SWB has been examined by Diener and Diener 
(1995> Contrary to their expectation, the above moderating effect was not signifiGajtit. 
hi the current study, the same moderating effect was re-examined. The hypothesis was 
that the effect of family satisfaction on SWB was stronger in collectivist countries 
than in individualistic countries. Relationships with significant others are most 
important to collectivists because their self identities are always defined by different 
relationships (e.g., I am the brother ofX, see e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991; 
Triandis, 1989). Thus, it is plausible that satisfaction with interpersonal relationships 
is more important in collectivist cultures than in individualistic cultures. Among 
different relationships, family is the most important group of"signiflcant others" to 
collectivists (Triandis, 1989). Triandis et aL (1993) found that family relationship was 
the strongest discriminating factor between individualistic and collectivist cultures. Jn 
fact, family satisfaction was reported to substantially correlate with individuals' SWB 
across most nations (Diener & Diener, 1995). Therefore, it was predicted that fai^iiy 
satisfaction had larger predictive power ofSWB in collectivist cultures than in 
individualistic cultures. 
ln the same vein, to a lot of collectivist societies, the organization they work for 
and family are typically considered as equally important, such as the situation in 
Japan (Kashima & Calkn^ 1994). Members in a collectivist group prefer the company 
of others and the conformity to group norms, compliance and harmony. Cooperation 
is always recognized as the best way to achieve goals in a collectivist work group (Ho 
& Chiu，1994). Based on the characteristics that collectivists are more likely to obtain 
happiness through cooperation and interaction with their work groups, job satisfaction 
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was thus hypothesized to be more important in predicting SWB in collectivist cultures 
than in individualistic cultures. 
Cross-Time Stability 
In addition to forming a cross level model of SWB, another purpose of the 
current study was to test the cross-time stability of the hypothesized model. Two data 
sets from different time period were used: the 1990-93 data set was used for model 
building, andthe 1981-84 data set was used to examine the cross-time stability. By 
using HLM, the proposed moderating effects were examined simultaneously in both 
the 1981-84 and 1990-93 data sets. Because there was no prior research on the cross-
time stability of such a model on SWB, there were no specific hypotheses for the 
longitudinal stability of the hypothesized model. 
In Figure 2, there were two different types of arrows~solid and dash arrows to 
indicate the moderator effects. The solid ones mean that the moderating effects have 
been found in previous studies and were examined for replication purposes in the 
present study. In contrast, newly proposed moderating effects were indicated by the 
dash arrows. The sign on each path was the predicted direction of effect. For instance, 
the positive signs on the path between the individual level variables and SWB mean 
that these individual level variables were predicted to have positive effects on SWB. 
That is, the greater satisfaction in a specific life domain, the higher the SWB is. 
Method 
Model Building 
The data set used in this section was from the World Value Survey~1990-93 
(World Values Study Group, 1994) which included 43 countries and regions and 
covered 70% of the world's population. The reason to use this part of data set was 
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that more coxmtries and participants were included in the 1990-93 period than in the 
1981-84 period. Most ofthe surveys ofthe 1990-93 data set were carried out in 1990, 
with the following exceptions: the Swiss and Polish surveys were completed in 1989, 
the Russia and Turkey surveys were completed in early 1991, while the Romania 
survey was carried out in Spring, 1993. All of these surveys were carried out through 
face to face interviews, with a sampling universe consisting of all adult citizens, ages 
18 and older, bi most cases, stratified multi-stage random sampling was used, with the 
samples being selected in two stages. First，a random selection of sampling locations 
was niade ensuring that all types oflocation were represented in proportion to their 
populatioa Next, a random selection of individuak was drawn up. By nation-wide 
sampling, the participants of most countries were representative. For China, India and 
Nigeria, even though their samples are based mainly on the urban, literate population 
who constitute 90% of those interviewed, these samples do still provide 
representative coverage of the various regions, cultural groups, age and gender 
groups. 
Because too many missing data occurred at the cultural level of the following 
three countries: East German, Iceland and Slovenia, and at the individual level, Korea 
and Lithuania had empty cell in perceived health and financial satisfaction 
respectively, these five countries were dropped and only 38 countries and regions 
were finally used iti the present study (see Table 1). 
SWB was captured by combining two items which measured the overall life 
satisfaction and overall happiness respectively. Overall life satisfaction was a ten-
point scale and overall happiness was a five point scale. These two scales were 
combined after converting into a common scale. Several items in the World Value 
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survey~1990-93 were also adopted for the individual level variables, including 
family satisfaction, financial satisfaction, perceived controllability and perceived 
health (see Table 2), Except perceived health which was a five-point scale, others 
were ten-point scales. All the scales were indicated by that the higher the rating, the 
more satisfaction or positive evaluation of the domain. 
Unlike the individual level, the cultural level variables were from different 
sources. Most of the variables were from the World Development Report (1991, 1993， 
1995) 1, including GNP, infant mortal rate, life expectancy, population per physician 
2 . The range ofGNP was from 290 ^Sfigeria) to 32,680 (Switzerland). The mean of 
GNP across 38 countries and regions was 10,696 and the standard deviation (SD) was 
9669, Hygienic index was computed by the combination of standardized infant mortal 
rate, life expectancy, and population per physician. The range ofhygienic index was 
from -13J4 O^igeria) to 2.11 (Japan). The mean and SD ofhygienic index were -.01 
and Z81 respectively. A ten-point scale ofI-C index was obtained by H, C. Triandis 
(personal communication, May31,1997), ranging from 1 (most collectivist; e,g., 
China) to 10 (most individualistic; e.g., US.A,)- The I-C rating correlated 
substantially with the same index used in other research ^Diener & Diener, 1995; 
Diener et aL, 1995; Hofstede, 1980,1991), Human rights index was obtained from 
Gupta, Jongman and Schmid(1994) which combined by gross human rights violation, 
poiitical right violation and civil rights violation 3, Higher score of this combined 
index represented the less human rights of the countries. Range ofhuman rights index 
was from 1339 (USA.) to 32.36 (China) with mean (18.85) and SD (5). The values 
ofabove cultoal variables of the included countries and regions were shown in Table 
3. 
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Cross Time Stabili^ 
The data set used in this section was from the World Value Survey-1981-84 
(World Values Study Group，1994) which included 24 countries and regions. Most of 
the surveys of the 1981-84 data set were carried out in 1981, but fieldwork of the 
Sou± Korea survey took place in 1982 and fieldwork of the Argentine survey was in 
1984 The data-collection procedure of the 1981-84 survey was exactly the same as 
the 1990-93 survey. 
Because too many missing information occurred at the cultural level or the 
individual level of the following six countries: Italy, Netherlands, North Ireland, 
Tambov, Iceland, and South Korea, all these countries were dropped from the data set 
and only 18 countries remained to conduct the further analysis in the current section 
(see Table 4). 
The items which used in the previous model building part were also chosen in 
the 1981-84 survey as the individual level variables for the examination ofAe 
model's longitudinal stability, including family satisfaction, financial satisfaction, 
perceived controllability and perceived heaith. As in the 1990-93 survey, the 
individual level SWB of the survey 1981-84 was also measured by the combination of 
overall life satisfaction and overall happiness. Indeed, the items used in the current 
study from the two time-period data sets were the same. All the scales were indicated 
by that the higher Ae rating，the more satisfaction or positive evaluation ofthe life 
donmin. 
Most ofthe variables at the cultural level were from the World Development 
Report(19S3X inciuding GNP, infant mortal rate, life expectancy, population per 
physician. The range ofGNP was from 2100 (Hungary) to 14870 (Sweden), The mean 
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of GNP ajcross 18 countries and regions was 9185 and the standard deviation (SD) 
was 4489, The hygienic index was also computed by combining the standardized 
infant mortal mte，life expectancy, and population per physician. The range of 
hygienic index was from -10 48 (South Africa) to L98 (Sweden), The mean and SD 
ofhygienic index were -. 17 and 3.06 respectively. The I-C index was obtained from 
Hofstede (1980). The higher score ofI-C represented more ittdiyidnalistic, whereas 
the lower score indicated more collectivist. The range ofI-C was from 27 (Hungary) 
to 91 (LlS.A.> The mean and SD ofI-C were 65,28 and 18.77 separately. Human 
rights index was obtained from Taylor and Jodice (1983) which was combined by the 
average of civii rights index and political rights index. Higher score of this combined 
index of a country represented the less human rights in this country. The range of 
human rights index was from LOO (U,S,A,) to 5.50 (South Africa) with mean (2,14) 
and SD (1.72), The values of above cultural variables of te included countries and 
regions were shown in Table 5. 
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Result 
Descriptive Data 
The mean values of all the individual level variables across countries of the 
1981-84 and the 1990-93 data set were shown in Tabie 6 and Table 7 respectively. 
Overall, the mean SWB of all countries in the 1981-84 survey were above the neutral 
point (3.36). In the same way，in the 1990-93 survey, most countries were above the 
neutral point except Belarus and Bulgaria. Even though the mean SWB of these two 
countries were beiow the neutral point, they were not far away from the neutral point. 
Obviously, most people in both of the surveys had a moderately high level of SWB. 
This finding w ^ quite similar to the past research on SWB across nations which 
showed that the SWB level of most people in the world was reported to be above the 
neutral |x>int (Veenhoven, 1993). 
In addition to the cultural mean SWB, in the 1981-84 survey，other mean 
subjective evaluations such as family satisfaction (neutral point=5.5), job satisfaction 
(neutral point=5.5), financial satisfaction (neutral point=^5.5), perceived 
controiiabiiity (neutral point=5.5) and perceived health (neutral point=3) were all 
above the neutral point across countries and regions. In the 1990-93 data set, the mean 
values of family satisfactionJob satisfaction and perceived health were aii above the 
nevitral point across the surveyed countries, but other variables such as perceived 
controllability and financial satisfaction, the means of several countries were lower 
than the neutral point. For example, Bulgaria and Turkey were lower than the neutral 
point in perceived controllability. Li financial satisfaction, Hungary, Poland, Nigeria， 
Belarus, Czech-Slovak, Bulgaria, Romania, Turkey, Moscow，Latvia, Estonia and 
Russia were also lower than the neutral point too. On average, except financial 
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satisfaction，most people have substantial satisfaction in different life domains 
including their family, health, job and the perceived controllability oftheir life. 
Correlation and Regression with SWB 
At the individual level, all the specific domains of satisfaction in both surveys 
had considerable positive correlation with SWB (p<.001, Table 8), and family 
satisfaction had the largest correlation with SWB. At the cultural level, all cultural 
variables such as GNP, GNP growth, I-C and human rights index correlated 
significantly with mean SWB in both surveys, with the exception of the hygienic 
index. 
In the 1981-84 survey, GNP, GNP growth and I-C positively correlated with 
cultural SWB; whereas，human rights index negatively correlated with mean SWB. As 
the same, in the 1990-93 survey, GNP, GNP growth and I-C also positively, but 
human rights negatively correlated with the cultural level SWB. The correlation 
results of cultural variables with mean SWB were shown in Table 9. 
By using the regression aftalysis，all the individual level variables (i.e., family 
satisfaction, job satisfaction，financial satisfaction, perceived controllability and 
perceived health) ofboth surveys were included in the regression models to predict 
the individual level SWB separately. The R^ ofthe 1981-84 data set was 0.44 which 
was similar to the R^ ofthe 1990-93 data set {R^=.47). As expected, compared to 
other individual level variables, family satisfaction had the largest predictive power 
on SWB in both surveys because of its largest standardized regression coefficient in 
both regression models and the considerable correlation with SWB. The standardized 
regression coefficients of family satisfaction, perceived health, perceived 
controllability, financial satisfaction andjob satisfaction were 0.36，0,17, 0.17, 0.16 
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and 0.16 respectively in the 1981-84 survey. In the 1990-93 survey, the standardized 
regression coefficients of family satisfaction, perceived health, financial satisfaction, 
perceived controllability andjob satisfaction were 031,0.22, 0.21, 0.17 and 0.13 
separately. All the individual level predictors in both surveys had positive effects at 
individual levei SWR 
Therefore, it was reasonable to adopt the satisfaction of different life domains as 
the predictors at the individual level ofboth hypothesized model due to their 
considerable correlation (all p<.001) and the noticeable explained variance ofSWB 
(more than 40%). Li fact，as mentioned at the beginning, general life satisfaction was 
one of the main components of SWB (Diener & Diener, 1995) which correlated 
substantially with different specific domains of satisfaction (Campbell, 1981). Thus, 
it was reasonable to include different domains of satisfaction as the individual level 
variables to predict individuals' SWB. 
On the other hand, the decision of choosing cultural variables into the 
hypothesized models was not mainly based on the correlation between cultural 
moderators and average SWB. Because the independent variable of the examined 
models was individual levei SWB, the cultural variables did not have any direct but 
only moderating effects on the relations between individual level variables and SWB. 
Moreover，the main purpose of the current study was to find out whether there were 
different SWB pattern existed across nations because of the different cultural 
characteristics. Therefore, comparing to the moderating effects, the main effects of 
each cultural variable on mean SWB were relatively less important and could be 
negligible. This was also the reason why there was no cultural level regression 
analysis included 
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Correlation between Cultural Variables 
The presentation of inter-correlations of cultural variables such as GNP, GNP 
growth, human rights，hygiene and I-C was necessary because it helped to integrate 
the cultural level variables which could provide a more complete explanation on the 
moderating effects by Maslow's need theoty. There were sizable correlations between 
GNP, human rights index and I-C in both surveys (p<.005) which was the same as the 
finding ofDiener et al. (1995). That is，regardless of the different time periods, a 
country with higher GNP was more likely to belong to an individualistic culture and 
be less restrictive (more human rights). Moreover, the considerable correlation 
between GNP and hygienic index in both surveys reflects that high GNP countries 
always possess better hygienic environment. However, GNP growth was not 
correlated with any cultiiral variables in the 1990-93 survey, and only negatively 
correlated with I-C in the 1981-S4 survey. The results of the two surveys are shown in 
Table 10. 
Model Building: HLM analysis 
hi this part, only the data from the 1990-93 survey were used, which were 
randomly split into two sub-samples with similar size. One of the sub-samples was 
used to examine the hypothesized models (Figure 2), and the other part of the samples 
was used for testing the cross-validation of the model. 
Before testing the full model shown in Figure 2 by HLM, the first procedure was 
to examine the model with individual level predictors oniy (Figure 3). The purpose of 
this step is to decide what the individual level predictors should be inciuded in the 
model. Ail the individual level predictors were kept in the model after the analysis. 
The explained variance of the included predictors of this model was 40.6% (see Table 
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11). 
After confirming the individual level model, the hypothesized model (Figure 2) 
could be tested. As mentioned previously, there were two hypothesized models to 
examine: one with GNP as the moderator of the relation between financial 
satisfaction (denoted as the GNP model), and the other substituted GNP by GNP 
growth as the moderator (denoted as the GNP growth model). Except for GNP and 
GNP growth, other moderating effects such as human rights on the relation between 
controllability and SWB, hygiene on the relation between perceived health and SWB, 
and I-C on the relation between family satisfaction and job satisfaction on SWB, were 
kept the same in both models. 
The GNP model which included GNP as the moderator was firstly examined and 
the result is shown in Figure 4. ln this figure, dense arrows represented the significant 
effects; whereas thin arrows represented the nonsignifcant effects. Although all the 
individual level predictors had significant positive effects on SWB, the moderating 
etTect ofGNP on the relation between financial satisfaction and SWB, and the 
moderating e(Tect of hygiene on the relation between perceived health and SWB were 
both not significant. 
Substituting GNP by GNP growth, the GNP growth model was tested. The result 
is shown in Figure 5. All proposed moderating effects were significant. As the same 
of the previous model, all the individual level predictors in this model also had 
significant positive effects on SWB. The moderating effects of GNP growth on 
financial satisfaction and I>C onjob satisfaction were positive, whereas other 
moderating effects were negative. By using equation A2.1 shown in Appendix 2，the 
9 7 
overall R~ ofthe current model was 47.4%. Furthermore, comparing the R“ with the 
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model with the individual level predictors only (Figure 2) by equation A2.2 shown in 
Appendix 2, the GNP growth model accounted for an additional amount of 6.8% 
variance after adding the cultural level moderating effects. 
In sum, both the moderating effects ofhuman rights and hygienic environment 
matched the previous hypotheses. The relation between health satisfaction and SWB 
was greater in the poor hygienic countries than in the better hygienic countries. In the 
same way, controllability had a stronger bonding with SWB in the less restrictive 
countries (more human rights) than in the more restrictive countries (less human 
rights). Furthermore, unlike GNP，GNP growth moderated the relation between 
financial satisfaction and SWB significantly. This result implied that the relative 
approach seems to be more appropriate for explaining the cultural difference on the 
relation between financial satisfaction and SWB than the absolute view. Financial 
satisfaction was more influential to SWB in the rapid-GNP-growth countries than 
other GNP growth rate countries. In addition to Maslow's need theory relevant 
moderating effects, both the I-C moderating effects were significant, but the direction 
ofthe moderating effect on the relation between family satisfaction and SWB was out 
ofour expectation. The results ofboth I-C moderating effects will be discussed later. 
Cross-Validation 
To examine the robustness of the derived model, the remaining data of the 1990-
93 survey were used for testing the cross-validation of the GNP growth model ^^igure 
5)‘ By using the GNP growth model to make prediction on the current sample, the 
correlation between the predicted SWB and real SWB in the present sample was .69. 
2 
By taking the square ofthe correlation coefficient, R of the proposed model in this 
sample was .462. That is，46.2% variance of the current sample could be explained by 
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the GNP growth model shown in Figure 5. The shrinkage ofR of this model in the 
above sample was only 2.5%, suggesting a satisfactory cross-sample validation ofthe 
proposed model across the two sub-samples used. 
Cross-Time Stability 
To test the cross-time stability, data from both surveys with the same countries 
were used. Bi the 981-84 data set, only 17 countries were adopted in this part analysis 
because Australia was not included in the 1990-93 survey. Thus, 17 corresponding 
countries were chosen in the 1990-93 data set to re-examine the newly fomied model 
(see Figure 5). The countries chosen in both surveys are shown in Table 12. 
In the 1981-84 data set, all the individual level predictors (i.e., family 
satisfactionJob satisfaction, financial satisfaction, perceived health and perceived 
7 
controllability) were included in the model, and the R^ of the model with the 
individual level predictors only was .416. Only the moderating effect of GNP growth 
on the relation between financial satisfaction and SWB was significant when 
9 
examined the previous newly formed model. The R^ of this model was .447 and the 
explained variance accounted for by the cultural moderating effects was 3.1%. The 
results are shown in Figure 6. 
In the 1990-93 survey, the same 17 countries were also used to fit the same 
model, and the result was that only the two I-C moderating effects which moderated 
the relations between job satisfaction and family satisfaction with SWB respectively 
were significant The R^ ofthe model with the individual level predictors only 
was .442, and the R^ ofthe GNP growth model was .459. The additional variance 
accounted for by the cultural moderators was L7%. By comparing the results from 
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these two time-period data sets, the consistent significance of the individual level 
predictors on SWB showed that the relations among the variables at the individual 
level ofthe proposed SWB model were stable across time. However, comparing to the 
individual level predictors, the effects of the cultural levei moderators on the relations 
between individual levei predictors and SWB were less stable across time due to the 
different significant moderating effects between the two different time-period data 
sets. The results are shown in Figure 7. The implication of these results will be 
discussed later 
Discussion 
Most People Are Happv 
The notion that "most people are happy", as Diener and Diener (1996) put it, 
was echoed by tiie results of the present study. With the exception ofBelarus and 
Bulgaria in the 1990-93 survey, the mean SWB of all other countries and regions in 
both surveys were higher than the neutral point Even for Bularus and Bulgaria，their 
average SWBs were still not far from the neutral point. 
Nevertheless, the results of satisfactions in different specific domains were quite 
different between the two surveys. In the 1981-84 survey, ali the means of different 
life satisfaction domains were higher than the neutral points, whereas in the 1990-93 
survey; the perceived controllability and fmancial satisfaction were lower than the 
neutral point 
It should noted that the countries in these two surveys was quite different. In the 
1981-84 survey, most the countries were western European and north American 
countries which have highly developed and had better living condition, whereas in the 
1990-93 survey, the variety of included countries was larger than in the 1981-84 data 
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set which not only consisted of westem developed countries but also developing (e.g., 
the former communistic countries) and under developed countries (e.g., Nigeria). Jn 
the latter data set，most countries with lower financial satisfaction were the fomier 
eastern European communistic bloc such as Poland, Bulgaria and Romania, and some 
ofthem were formed after the collapse of Soviet Union, like Latvia, Estonia, and 
Belarus‘ 
Most of these former Communistic countries are poor, and have had little or no 
experience in operating free market economics or democratic political systems 
(Bertelsmann Foundation, 1995; Hupchick, 1995; Khazanov, 1995). The sudden 
change of the economic system (from plan economics to free market economics) 
made the whole economic environment change, such as the GNP growths; most of 
these countries had negative GNP growth during the survey period. Furthermore, the 
objective living condition of these countries was also relatively poor, such as the 
hygienic environment. The hygienic indexes among some of them were negative. 
Thus, although the average values of perceived health of these countries were higher 
than the neutral point, they were always at the lower end when compared to other 
coimtries. 
According to the above results, it is plausible to conclude that most ofthe people 
in the world have positively rated their well-being, even in different time periods. 
However, the compositions of SWB are quite different around the world, especially 
between the westem developed countries and the former communistic countries. 
Lideed, the main purpose of the current study was construct a cross level model and 
find out the difference of SWB across nations by using the HLM approach. 
The Cross-Level Model ofSWB 
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By using Maslow's need theory, results of the different moderating effects could 
be integrated to provide a more complete picture of the cross-cultural differences in 
SWB. Based on the significant correlations between GNP and hygienic index，and 
between GNP and human rights, it was shown that countries with high GNP (e.g., the 
westem developed countries) possess better hygienic environment and more human 
rights. On the other hand, countries with low GNP were typically the developing or 
under-developed countries which could only provide poor living condition and were 
usually more restrictive. 
Because the basic needs of people in the highly developed countries have mostly 
been fulfiiied, satisfaction which relates to the basic needs fulfillment such as health 
are less predictive ofSWB in these countries. Based on Maslow's need theory, after 
the fulfillment ofbasic needs，people will progress to a higher order need state. 
Therefore, when comparing to the relation between health satisfaction and SWB, the 
relation between controllability and SWB is larger in the highly developed countries 
than in the developing or under-developed countries. Conversely, because of 
insufficient resources, the basic needs of most people in the less developed countries 
have not been ftilfilled. Thus, satisfaction which relates to the basic needs, such as 
health, is a more powerful predictor of SWB in these countries. 
In addition to Maslow's need theory, the significant moderating effect ofGNP 
growth on the relation between financial satisfaction and SWB provides another 
interesting perspective on the cross-level model of SWB. The bonding between 
financial satisfaction and SWB was stronger in the rapid-GNP-growth countries than 
in the slow-GNP-growth or negative-GNP-growth countries. To my best knowledge, 
this moderating effect has not been reported in the literature and no concrete evidence 
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can be found to substantiate it However, this effect is quite consistent with some 
interesting daily observations. Specifically, in the rapid-GNP-growth countries, it is 
easy to find that individual success is typically measured by the extent ofthe wealth 
he or she has. For example. Hong Kong had a high GNP growth (around 6.2% per 
year) and was classified as the upper-middle-income country from 1984-86 (World 
Development Report, 1986; 1987; 1988). A survey conducted there in 1985 found that 
85% of the respondents agreed that the most important personal goal was to make as 
much money as possible without breaking the law (Lau & Kuan, 1988). In the same 
survey, 71.8% of respondents agreed that billionaire industrialists Li Ka-shing and Y. 
KL Pao should be the role models for youngsters. Jn another survey held in 1986, 
81.4% ofrespondents rated money as important or very important in a happy life (Lau 
& Kuan, 1988). Similar survey results could also be found in other rapid-GNP-growth 
countries. These results all seem to indicate that money is being highiy emphasized to 
the extent that financial satisfaction has become such an important source of 
happiness in these countries. 
In addition to the above moderating effects, both the I-C moderating effects were 
also found to be significant. Consistent with the hypothesis, the significant effect ofI-
C on the relation betweenjob satisfaction and SWB reveals thatjob satisfaction has a 
stronger effect on SWB in the collectivist countries than in the individualistic 
coimtries. 
However, the direction of the moderating effect ofI-C on the relation between 
family satisfaction and SWB was out of our expectation. Although the relation 
between family satisfaction and SWB was significantly moderated by I-C, the result 
ofthis moderating effect was opposite to our hypothesis. Diener and Diener (1995) 
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reported that I-C did not significantly moderate the relation between family 
satisfaction and SWB. Li the current study, the effect of family satisfaction on SWB 
was found to be greater in individualistic countries than in collectivist countries. 
This unexpected result can be plausibly explained by Maslow's need theory. The 
inter-correiation between cultural variables showed that highly developed countries 
were always categorized as those with a high level of GNP, less restrictive and 
belonging to individualistic cultures. As indicated earlier, in the highly developed 
countries, the basic needs of most people have been fulfilled and the iinkages between 
the basic needs satisfaction and SWB in these countries are weaker than their 
developing and under-developed counterparts. On the other hand, to the residents in 
these highly developed countries, the more advanced needs such as controllability and 
family satisfaction are more important variables relevant to their SWB. Therefore, the 
relation between family satisfaction and SWB is stronger in the individualistic 
countries which are always highly developed countries than their coliectivist 
counterparts. At any event, this unexpected effect deserves more attention and further 
research should be conducted to delineate this effect 
The cross-time stability of the GNP growth model was also examined by the two 
different time period data sets. The individual level of the model which combined 
different satisfaction domains was stable over time, and accounted for more than 40% 
variance of SWB across the two different time periods. This result supports 
Campbeirs (1981) view that the SWB correlated substantially with different specific 
domains ofsatisfaction, and was stable across time. However, at the cultural ievel, the 
results were quite different across time. to the 1981-84 survey, except GNP growth, 
all other moderating effects were nonsignifcant. In the 1990-93 survey, only the two I-
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C moderating effects were significant These results might be due to the lack of 
variance in the statistical analysis. Most of the countries adopted in both surveys were 
western developed countries which had similar characteristics such as high GNP, less 
restrictive and more individualistic. Therefore, the moderating effects which related 
to the cultural characteristics such as hygiene and human rights were nonsignificant 
Nevertheless, the difference in the significant moderating effects between the 
two time periods could reflect the change of SWB across time in these countries. That 
is, in 1981-1984, GNP growth was the key variable to identify the difference of SWB 
across countries. The relation between financial satisfaction and SWB was stronger in 
the rapid-GNP-growth countries than in the slow-GNP-growth countries, which was 
more relevant to the basic needs fulfillment On the other hand, in the later survey, I-
C became the critical variable to discriminate the difference of SWB across countries. 
The relation between SWB and family satisfaction was greater in individualistic 
coimtries than in collectivist ones; whereas, the linkage between SWB andjob 
satisfaction was stronger in collectivist nations than in their individualistic 
counterparts. This cross-time change of moderating effects reflects the transitional 
focus ofneeds from the basic needs fulfillment to more advanced needs achievement 
which also provides additional support to the progressive property ofMaslow's need 
theoty. 
Conclusion 
Although most people are happy around the world by the similar factors such as 
different specific domains oflife satisfaction, the influences of these factors on SWB 
are different across cultures. These differences can be partly explained by Maslow's 
need theory. 
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In the highiy developed countries which are always higher in GNP, with better 
hygienic environment, individualistic and less restrictive, the basic needs ofmost 
residents have been fulfilled. Thus, the basic needs relevant satisfactions such as 
health are relatively less important to predict the individuals' SWB in these countries. 
The more powerful predictors of SWB in these highly developed countries are those 
related to the more advanced needs such as controllability and famiiy satisfaction. 
Therefore, the linkages between controllability and family satisfaction with SWB are 
stronger in those less restrictive and individualistic countries than in the more 
restrictive and collectivist ones. The results from the cross-time stability examination 
also provide additional support to Masiow's need theory. 
In addition to Maslow's need theory, the significant moderating effect of GNP 
growth on the relation between financial satisfaction and SWB provides another view 
to explain the cross cultural differences in SWB. That is, no matter the objective 
condition of the countries, the importance of money may be over-emphasized, and 
people in rapid-GNP-growth countries eam more money than in the past which afford 
them to have access to more resources, fiilfill their different needs and achieve 
different goals. Moreover, the significant effect of GNP growth indicates the 
shortcoming of past cross-cultural research on SWB. That is, using one single theory 
in this kind of research may fail to unveil a more complete picture of SWB across 
nations. Only an integration of different theories could provide a more complete 
explanation of the cross-cultural differences in SWB. 
In this study, the moderating effects ofI-C, human rights, hygienic environment, 
and GNP growth provide another perspective to view SWB across cultures. By 
Maslow's need theory, these cross cultural differences in SWB could be integrated to 
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fomi a more complete picture of research on cross cultural SWB. Besides the above 
results，the unexpected moderating effect of individualism-collectivism on family 
satisfaction deserves more theoretical and empirical examination. 
Some people may question if GNP, the hygienic index, and the human rights 
index should be combined to form a composite score due to their considerable inter-
correlations. While this concem is legitimate because of the potential problem of 
muiticollinearity, I opted to treat them as separate individual predictors simply 
because ofthe fact that I would iike to investigate how the relations between the 
individual level SWB and different life satisfaction domains are moderated by the 
different cultural level variables specificaily. This practice enables me to compare the 
present findings with previous research such as Diener and Diener (1995). However, 
to my best knowledge, no formal systematic research has been done to examine the 
potential problem ofmulticolIinearity in cross-level analysis and thus all the results 
reported should be interpreted with caution. 
In recent years, more and more researchers approach the notion of SWB from a 
cross-cultural perspective. Several cultural characteristics, such as GNP, human rights, 
and individualism-collectivism, have been found to have considerable associations 
with SWB at the cultural level However, a review of the relevant literature suggests 
that very little systematic research has been done on conceptualizing how the more 
macro cultural level characteristics affect SWB at the individual level Diener and 
Diener's (1995) study represents one of the pioneering works in cross-cultural SWB 
research. Being inspired by their input, the current study was to make a step further on 
understanding SWB across cultures by examining a conceptual model which included 
both the individual level and cultural level variables. Using a more rigorous statistical 
Subjective Well-Being 42 
tool—HLM，this conceptual model ofcross-level SWB which takes root ofMaslow's 
need theory was established. Future research should consider other potential cultural 
variables such as how the extent of tightness-looseness of a country (Chan，Gelfaiid, 
Triandis, & Tzeng，1996) moderates the relationbetween the individual level 
variables and SWB. 
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Footnotes 
�Most cultural data came from the World Development Report (1991) which 
tabu1atedthe countries' conditions in 1989. However, for some countries, such as 
Belarus, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia and Russia, because they were formed in 1991, the 
values ofsome cultural level variables could only be obtained starting from 1991 The 
World Development Report (1993) was used which provided the 1991 data of these 
countries. Furthermore, because N. Treland is a part ofUK, the same cultural data 
(based on UK) were used. In the same way, because Moscow is the capital ofthe 
Russian Federated Republic (RFR), the same cultural data for RFR was used. Tfsonie 
ofthe data could not be obtained in the World Development Report (1991), later 
reports such as the World Development Report (1993, 1995) were used. 
2 Some ofthe countries, such as UK, Mexico, Argentina, Switzerland, Brazil, 
China only provided the 1970 data. Except the above countries, the data ofother 
countries came from 1993. 
3 Because the human rights indices were calculated from the sub-indices which 
collected in 1991, and it only included the human rights index ofUSSR, the USSR 
data were adopted for the following countries and region: Belarus, Moscow, Russia, 
Estonia, and Latvia. 
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Table 1 
Countries Included in the World Value Sun-ev-199Q-93 fN-3Q,942) 
Country N Countrv N 
France 447 Portugal 600 
UK 821 Austria 676 
W. Germany 1056 Turkey 380 
Italy 974 Moscow 781 
Neteiands 434 Latvia 568 
Denmark 642 Estonia 714 
Belgium 1182 Russia 1081 
Spain 1824 
Ireland 532 
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Table2 
Original Questions in the World Value Survev (1994� 
Variable Question 
1. Happiness^ Taking all things together, would you say you are : 
1. Not at ali happy 2. Not very happy 3. Quite happy 
4. Veryhappy 9, DK^ 
2. Life Satisfaction All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a 
whole these days? 
L Dissatisfied 10. Satisfied ( 99-DK) 
3. Family Satisfaction Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your home life? 
1. Dissatisfied ——————10. Satisfied ( 99=DK) 
4. Finandal Satisfaction How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your 
household? 
1. Dissatisfied 10. Satisfied ( 99=DK) 
5. Job Satisfaction Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with yourjob? 
1. Dissatisfied --———-— 10. Satisfied ( 99=DK) 
6. Health Evaluation! All in all, how wouM you describe your state ofhealth these days? 
Would you say it is 
1. Very poor 2. Poor 3. Fair 4. Good 
5. Very Good 9. DK 
7^  ControllabiMty Some people feel they have completely free choice and control 
over their iives, and other people feel that what they do has no 
real effect on what happens to them. Please use the scale to 
indicate how much freedom ofchoice and control you feel you 
have over the way your life tirnis out. 
l.None at aU -——-— 10. A great deai ( 99=DK) 
1 The original direction has been rsversed 
2 Le. Don't know 
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Table3 
^ ^ e s ofthe Cultural Variables ofEach Comrtrv in the 1990-93 Survev O M B 
Country Individualism GNP growth GNP(in US Human rights Hygienic 
/Collectivism dollar) index index 
Q^ 
France 8 1.6 19490 14.19 1.74 
UK 9 2.3 16100 13.81 1.37 
W. Germany 9 2.1 22320 16.58 1.55 
Italy 8 2.1 16830 15.14 1.70 
Netherlands 9 1.7 17320 14.37 1.72 
Denmark 9 2.0 22080 16.01 1.32 
Bdgium 8 1.9 15540 14.65 1.53 
Spain 7 2.7 11020 15.87 1.54 
Ireland 8 3.6 9550 15.52 1.11 
N. Ireland 9 2.3 16100 13.81 1.37 
U.S.A. 10 1.7 21790 13.39 1.45 
Canada 9 1.4 20470 14.52 1.71 
Japan 5 3.4 25430 16.29 2.11 
Mexico 4 -0.5 2490 21.81 -1.31 
S. Africa 6 -0.2 2530 24.49 -4.04 
Hungary 7 1.2 2780 14.84 0.30 
Norway 9 2.2 23120 16.92 1.58 
Sweden 9 1.3 23660 15.65 1.96 
Argentina 5 -0.5 2370 16.42 -0.38 
Finland 6 1.5 26040 16.85 1.58 
Poland 6 0.4 1690 16.64 0.21 
Switzerland 9 1.1 32680 16.93 1.83 
Brazil 4 0.3 2680 20.51 -3.01 
Nigeria 3 -0.1 290 28.02 -13.14 
Chile 7 3.6 1940 18.29 -0.19 
Belarus 4 2.4 3110 25.24 0.33 
India 2 3.0 350 23.24 -5.96 
Czech-Slovak 6 1.3 3140 16.25 0.62 
Bulgaria 5 0.5 2250 18.91 0.72 
Romania 6 -2.4 1640 18.78 -0.48 
China 1 8.2 370 32.36 -0.73 
Portugal 7 3.3 4900 15.18 U 1 
Austria |8 ^ 19060 14.96 1.56 
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Table 3. (Continue) 
Country Individualism GNP growth GNP (in US Human rights Hygienic 
/Collectivism dollar) index index 
7(l-C) 
Turkey 4 2.4 1630 28.43 -2.71 
Moscow 7 -L0 3220 25.24 -0.24 
Lativa 4 -0.6 3410 25.24 -0.06 
Estonia 4 -11 3830 25.24 0.20 
Russia |5 -hO ^ 25.24 -0.24 
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Table4 
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Tabie 5 
Vaiue ofthe Cultural Yariabies ofEach Country in the 1981-84 Survev m-18) 
Country Individualism GNP growth GNP (in US Human rights Hygienic 
/Collectivism dollar) index Index 
(l-C) -
France 71 3.8 12190 1.5 1.32 
UK 89 2.1 9110 1.0 0.47 
W.Germany 67 3.2 13450 1.5 0.63 
Denmark 74 2.6 13120 1.0 1.37 
Belgium 75 3.8 11920 1.0 0.80 
Spain 51 4.2 5640 15 1.04 
Ireland 70 3.1 5230 1.0 -0.06 
LLSA. 91 2.3 12820 L0 1.08 
Canada 80 3.3 11400 1.0 1.10 
Japan 46 6.3 10080 L5 1.26 
Mexico 30 3.8 2250 4.0 -5.40 
S‘ Africa 65 2.3 2770 5.5 -10.48 
Hungary 27 5.0 2100 5.5 -0.22 
Australia 90 2.5 11080 1.0 -0.79 
Norway 69 3.5 14060 1.0 1.57 
Sweden 71 2.6 14870 1.0 1.98 
Argentina 46 1.9 2560 5.5 -1.63 
Finland |63 3.6 10680 2.0 0 5 
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Tabie6 
Mean Values ofthe Individual Level Variables ofEach Country in the 1981-84 
SurvevfN=12.730) 
Country SWB Perceived Family Financial Perceived Job 
controll- satisfaction satisfaction health satisfaction 
ability 
France 4.19 6.34 7.70 6.14 3.87 6.79 
UK 460 6.89 8.40 7.16 4.25 7.65 
West 4.22 7.09 7.54 6.85 3.82 7.06 
Gemiany 
Denmark 4.76 7.21 8.70 7.42 4.38 8,32 
Belgium 4.51 637 7.96 7.28 417 T67 
Spain 4.15 6.59 7.66 6.07 3.67 6.92 
Ireland 4J2 7‘19 8.43 737 � 4 8 7M 
U.S.A. 4.52 7.66 8.26 6.64 4.30 7.61 
Canada 4.66 7.40 8.44 737 433 7.97 
Japan 3.99 5.64 7.26 6.18 3.47 6.42 
Mexico 4.54 7.76 832 737 3A3 823 
South 4.17 6.75 7.82 6.13 4.05 7.22 
Africa 
Hungary 4.12 7.11 7.96 6.48 3.49 7.48 
Australia 465 7.18 8.49 6.89 4.21 X80 
Norway 4.61 6.88 8.13 7.57 4.26 8.20 
Sweden 4.65 7.08 834 7.16 4.19 7.93 
Argentina 4.00 7.01 7.56 5.62 3.64 6.68 
Finland 14.50 7.73 8.15 7.08 4.15 7.59 
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Table7 
Mean Values ofthe Individual Levei Variables ofEach Country in the 1990-93 
Survevm-30.942) 
Country SWB Perceived Family Financial Perceived Job 
controll- satisfaction satisfaction health satisfaction 
ability 
France 4.19 6.30 7.40 5.80 3.96 6.79 
UK 4.49 7.13 8.22 6.73 4.25 7.43 
West 4,34 7.08 7.54 6‘83 3.84 7.23 
Germany 
Italy 42 7 6.74 7.80 6.95 3.77 7.28 
Nether- 4.69 6.64 8.25 7.68 4.10 7.49 
lands 
Denmark 4.86 7.30 8.76 7.28 4.42 8.22 
Belgium 461 6/70 8.20 731 4.18 7.81 
Spain 4.31 6.82 7.76 6.42 3.77 6.99 
Ireland 4.69 7.24 8.61 6.85 4.45 7.82 
North 4.62 7.55 8.83 6.82 4.30 7.85 
Mand 
U.S.A. 4.56 7.67 8.46 6.86 4.32 7.86 
Canada 4.47 7.65 8.41 7.12 4.33 7.B9 
Japan 4.03 5.53 7.04 6.10 3.48 7.63 
Mexico 4.25 7.46 7.71 6.17 3.91 7.73 
South 4.24 7.43 7.86 5.93 4.17 7.46 
Africa 
Hmigary 3.74 6.48 7.73 5.25 3.25 7.22 
Norway 4.56 7.40 8.07 6.72 4.22 7.88 
Sweden 4.69 7.50 8.49 7.01 4.22 8.08 
Argentina 4.32 736 8.00 5.55 3.80 7.58 
Fuiland 43 8 7.83 7.95 6.44 4.14 7.59 
Poland 4.02 6.42 8.57 5.14 3.25 8.23 
Switzer- 4.75 7.2S 8.60 8.08 4.21 8.41 
land 
Brazil 4.23 7.38 8.27 5.54 4.02 7.53 
Nigeria 3.95 6.73 7.42 5.48 4.11 7.46 
Chile 4.36 7.29 8.37 6.00 3.69 7.67 
Belarus 3.33 5.91 6.55 5.03 3.21 6.15 
fodia |4.O3 6.7Q 7.35 6.45 3.80 7.09 
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Table 7. (Continue) 
Country SWB Perceived Family Financial Perceived Job 
controll- satisfaction satisfaction health satisfaction 
ability 
Cxech- 3.71 6.00 7.31 4.93 3.50 6.78 
Slovak 
Bulgaria 3.12 5.31 6.34 4.48 3.66 6.21 
Romania 3.63 6.49 7.09 5.15 3.51 6.53 
China 4.22 7.11 7.87 6.20 3.81 7.02 
Portugal 416 6.71 8.07 6,13 3.63 7.42 
Austria 4.26 634 6.37 6.72 3.99 6.66 
Turkey 3.98 5.08 6.83 5.24 3J7 5.76 
Moscow 3.40 6.14 6.85 4,94 3.19 6.22 
Lativa 3.46 6.33 6.00 439 3.29 639 
Estonia 3.57 6.33 6.16 5.04 3.32 6.72 
Russia j3,40 632 677 5.00 3.21 6.35 
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Table 8 
Correlations between the Individual Level Variables and SWB 
Individual level variables The correlation between The correlation between 
SWB and the individual SWB and the individual 
level variable in the 1981- level variable in the 1990-
84 Survey 0^=12730) 93 Survey QN=30942) 
Family Satisfaction .55* .54* 
Job Satisfaction .42* .40* 
Financial Satisfaction .42* A7* 
Perceived Controllability .36* .38* 
Perceived Health .30* .40* 
*p<.001. 
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Table 9 
Correlations between the Cultural Level Variables and SWB 
Individual level variables The correlation between The correlation between 
SWB and the cultural level SWB and the cultural level 
variable in the 1981-84 variable in the 1990-93 
Smvey 炉1 8 ) Survey^38) 
GNP .44* .65**** 
GNP Growth .43* .41" 
Hygienic kidex 25 23 
Human Rights Mex ,62*** _ 52*=^ *^孝 
Individualism/ Collectivism ‘59** .59**** 
(I-C) 
*p<.05. **p<.01 ***p< .005. ****2<.001. 
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Table 10 
InterK;orrelations Between Cultural Variables in the 1981-84 Survey and the 1990-93 
Survey 
Cultural 1 2 3 4 5 
Variable 
19Sl-84 Survey 0^=i8) 
1.GNP - -.09 .67*** _.85**** .67*** 
2. GNP - -20 .04 -.58** 
Growth 
3‘ Hygienic _ _.71咖* .32 
Index 
4.Human ~ _72**** 
Right Lidex 
5. I-C Index — 
1990-93 Survey (N=38) 
1. GNP - .20 .56**** -.62**** .72**** 
2. GNP - .19 -.06 .02 
Growth 
3. Hygienic - -.62**** .61**** 
Mdex 
4.Human — _gp**v 
Right hidex 
5. I-C Index -
*p<.05. **p<Xn *^*p<.005. ****g<.001. 
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Tabie 11 
Proportion ofVariance Expiained bv the Model with the Individual Levei Predictors 
Qnlvrthe 1990-93 Survev) 
Model Unexplained Variance 
Unconditional model .788 
(i.e. No predictor model) 
Conditional model A6S 
(i.e. model with the individual levei 
predictors only) 
Proportion of variance 40.6 
explained (iti percentage) 
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Table 12 
Countries Selected for Cross-Time Stability Test 
Country selected No. of participants included No. of participants included 
in the 1981-84 Survey in the 1990-93 Survey 
France 569 447 
UK 700 821 
W. Germany 679 1056 
Denmark 650 642 
Belgium 510 1182 
Spain 878 1824 
Ireland 565 532 
U.S.A. 1308 1118 
Canada 674 1049 
Japan 525 781 
Mexico 834 897 
S. Africa 809 1375 
Hungary 781 657 
Norway 848 884 
Sweden 645 1011 
Argentina 489 537 
Finland [ ^ ^ 
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Figure 1. The difference between Maslow's need theory and other 
theories 
1. Maslow's need theory 
一 ^ ^ ^ 一 




Safety need fuffiHed _ SWB 个 
I — — 1 ^ 1 
Higher order Needs ^v^^^^ 
Basic Needs ^ * V ^ 
I 乂 A I 
Physiological need fulfilled _ SWB | 
2. Other theories 
Factors/ Conditions _ SWB 个 
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Figure 3. The Model with the Individual Level Predictors Only 
f i n a n c i a l Satisfacrto^ ^ a m i I y Satisfaction]^ 
•068* \ . 1 4 6 , 
^ C 
^ Subjective WeU-Being ) 
� � • ^ 
. m y .072^ \ 
/ .057n 
^Heal th Evaluatioa^ ^ ^ Satisfactio^ 
^ o n t r o l l a b i l ^ ^ 
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Appendix 1: Detaib ofthe examined models (in equations) 
The purpose ofpresenting the null model is to calculate the additional amount of 
explained variance after adding the individual level predictors into the null model Tn 
the same way, the calculation of additional explained variance by the cultural 
moderating effects is by taking the difTerence between the explained variance 
between the hypothesized model (including the GNP and GNP Growth Models) and 
the model with the individual level predictors only. 
Null Model 
Individual level: SWB 二 BO + R 
Cultural level: BO = GOO + U0 
SWB = Dependent Variable (Subjective Weil-Being) 
BO ； Individual ievei coefficient 
GOO 二 Cultural level coefficient 
R = todividual ievei error term 
U0 二 Cultural level error term 
Combined model: SWB = GOO + UO + R 
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Appeadix 1 (Conthme) 
Model with the Lidividual Level Predictors Qnlv 
Individual level: SWB=BO 
+ B1 Controllability + B2 Family Satisfaction 
+ B3 Financial Satisfaction + B4 Health Evaluation 
+ B5 Job Satisfaction + R 
Cultural level: BO 二 GOO + U0 
B1=G10 + U1 
B2 = G20 + U2 
B3 = G30 + U3 
B4 = G40 + U4 
B5 = G50 + U5 
SWB = Dependent Variable (Subjective Well-Being) 
BO, Bi, B2, B3, B4, B5 = Individual level coefficient 
GOO. G10. G20, G30, G40, G50 = Cultural ievel coefficient 
R = Individual level error term 
U0, U1, U2, U3, U4, U5 = Cultural level error term 
Combined modei: 
SWB 二 GOO 
+ G10 Controllability + G20 Family Satisfaction 
+ G30 Financial Satisfaction + G40 Heaith Evaluation 
+ G50 Job Satisfaction 
(main effect of the individaai level variable on SWB) 
+ U0 
+ U1 ControUability + U2 Family Satisfaction + U3 Financial Satisfaction 
+ U4 Health Evaluation + U5 Job Satisfaction + R 
(error) 
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Appendix 1 (Cootinue) 
Concretely, moderating effect is how the cultural level variables adjust the slopes of 
the individual level regression model 
The GNP Model 
Individual level: SWB = BO 
+ B1 Controllability + B2 Family Satisfaction 
+ B3 Financial Satisfaction + B4 Health Evaluation 
i- B5 Job Satisfaction + R 
Cultural level: BO = GOO + U0 
B1 = G10 + G11 human rights index + U1 
B2 = G20 + G21 VC index + U2 
B3-G30 + G31GNP +U3 
B4 二 G40 + G41 Hygienic index + U4 
B5 二 G50 + G51 VC index + U5 
SWB = Dependent Variable (Subjective Well-Being) 
BO, B1, B2, B3，B4, B5 = Individual level coefficient 
GOO. G10. G20, G30, G40，G50 = Cultural level coefficient 
GOl，G11, G21，G31，G41, G51 
R = Individual levei error term 
U0, Ul, U2, U3, U4, U5 二 Cultural level error term 
Combined model: 
SWB - GOO 
+ G10 Controllability + G20 Family Satisfaction 
+ G30 Financial Satisfaction + G40 Health Evaluation + G50 Job Satisfaction 
pVlain effect ofthe individual level variables on SWB) 
+ Gll (Human Rights index)*Controllabiiity + G21 (VC index)*Family Satisfaction 
+ G31 (GNP)*Financial Satisfaction + G41 ^ lygienic index)*Health Evaluation 
+ G51 {VC index)*Job Satisfaction 
(moderating effects: relationships between the individual level variables and 
SWB moderated by cultural variables) 
+ U0 + U1 Controllability + U2 Famiiy Satisfaction + U3 Financial Satisfaction 
+ U4 Health Evaluation + U5 Job Satisfaction +R (error) 
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Appendix 1 (Continue) 
The GNP Growth Model 
Individual level: SWB = BO 
+ B1 Controllability + B2 Family Satisfaction 
+ B3 Financial Satisfaction + B4 Health Evaluation 
+ B5 Job Satisfaction + R 
Cultural ievel: BO 二 GOO + U0 
B1 = G10 + G11 human rights index + U1 
B2 = G20 + G21 m index + U2 
B3 = G30 + G31 GNP Growth + U3 
B4 二 G40 + G41 Hygienic index + U4 
B5 - G50 + G51 VC index +U5 
SWB = Dependent Variable (Subjective Well-Being) 
BO, B1, B2, B3, B4, B5 二 Individual level coefficient 
GOO. G10. G20, G30，G40, G50 二 Cultural level coefficient 
G01, Gll，G21, G3L G41，G51 
R 二 Individual level error term 
U0, Ul, U2, U3, U4, U5 = Cultural level error term 
Combined model: 
SWB = GOO 
+ G10 Controllability + G20 Family Satisfaction 
+ G30 Financial Satisfaction + G40 Health Evaluation 
+ G50 Job Satisfaction 
(Main effect of the individual level predictors) 
+ G1 i ^Iuman Rights index)*Controllability + G21 (FC index)*Faniily Satisfaction 
+ G31(GNP growth)*Financial Satisfaction + G41(Hygienic index)*Health 
Evaluation 
+ G51 0/C index)*Job Satisfaction 
(moderating effects: relationships between the individual level variables and 
SWB moderated by cultural variables) 
+ U 0 
+ u i Controllability + U2 Family Satisfaction + U3 Financial Satisfaction 
+ U4 Heaith Evaluation + U5 Job Satisfaction + R (error) 
Appendix 2: How to compute R^ in HLM? 
For illustrative purpose, suppose we have one level-1 predictor (X) and one level-2 
predictor (W). Then, the corresponding HLM model is: 
Level-1: yij = Poj + PijXij + n j 
Level-2: |3oj = joo + 7oiW + Uoj 
fhj = 7io + 7 i i ^ + ^ i j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations, we therefore have 
yij = 7oo + 7oiW + 710¾ + ^iiWXij + 6ij 
where e^j = Uoj + uijXij + rij is the combined error component. Based on the above 
model, estimate 700, 7oi, 7io and joi and the regression equation can be written as 
follows: 
% = %0 + ^ i ^ + 710¾- + 711^^¾ 
Using regression terminology, define 
SSerror = J2T,{Vij - ¾ ) ^ 
i j 
sst0tai = EE(2/u - y.f 
^ 3 
and therefore the B? under the HLM model is given by: 
^ W = l - f c (A2.1) 
To assess the additional amount of variance accounted for by the moderator (level-2 
predictor, W) given X, the E? change is computed. First, fit a HLM model without 
Wand obtain the corresponding R^, say, i^&). Then，the unique contribution of the 
moderator is given by: 
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